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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback(Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimumof 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	This manuscript provides valuable insights into agricultural practices, particularly mineral-based fertilization strategies, influence the bioactivity of functional foods and their health benefits. By integrating inflammation, apoptosis, immune modulation, and gut microbiota analyses in an established AOM/DSS-induced colorectal cancer model, the study contributes to the growing field of diet-based cancer prevention. The findings highlight the importance of cultivation methods in enhancing the chemopreventive potential of commonly consumed vegetables such as carrots. Overall, the work is relevant to researchers in functional foods, nutritional immunology, and cancer biology.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes definitely , the title is justified and reflects the main objectives and findings of the study.However, to better emphasize the mechanistic aspects and cultivation strategy, a slightly defined  title could be considered, .
such as:(My Suggested alternative title )(optional):
“Inhibitory Effects of Differentially Cultivated Carrots on AOM/DSS-Induced Colorectal Cancer via Modulation of Inflammation, Apoptosis, and Gut Microbiota”.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstract adequately summarizes the experimental approach and principal findings; however, it is somewhat lengthy descriptive. The authors are encouraged to condense methodological details and place greater attention on the cultivation-dependent effects, particularly those associated with deep sea water mineral fertilization. A more concise focus on key mechanistic outcomes would enhance clarity and readability.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically good, and the experimental design is appropriate for addressing the stated objectives. The use of the AOM/DSS-induced colorectal cancer mouse model, combined with molecular, immunological, and microbiome analyses, is suitable and well justified. The data generally support the conclusions drawn. However, some interpretations—especially those related to gut microbiota causality—should be presented more cautiously and framed as associations rather than definitive mechanisms.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Yes, the references are good and sufficient up to date. The authors have cited relevant literature related to colorectal cancer, functional foods, inflammation, apoptosis, and gut microbiota. A few additional recent references on diet–microbiome–cancer interactions could further strengthen the discussion(I suggest to add few references to addressing it).

	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	The overall language quality is understandable but requires improvement. The manuscript contains grammatical errors, repetitive sentences, and inelegant phrasing, particularly in the Introduction and Discussion sections. Professional English language editing is strongly recommended to enhance clarity, coherence, and readability.
	

	Optional/Generalcomments

	1. The Discussion section is comprehensive but overly long and somewhat repetitive; condensation would improve impact.
2. A schematic diagram summarizing the proposed mechanisms (inflammation–apoptosis–immune modulation–microbiota) would significantly enhance reader understanding.
3. Statistical methods should be described more consistently, with justification for the use of different tests.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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